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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
In 1972, the state of Washington adopted the Shoreline Management Act (SMA) for the purpose of 
ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƴƎ άǘƘŜ ƛƴƘŜǊŜƴǘ ƘŀǊƳ ƛƴ ŀƴ ǳƴŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǇƛŜŎŜƳŜŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ 
ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜǎέ όw/² флΦруΦлнлύΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛȊŜŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ Ǉƭŀƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘŜ 
ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊǎƛght of the state Department of Ecology (DOE).  
State law authorized DOE to develop guidelines for the creation of these shoreline management plans.  
In 2003, the state of Washington adopted new guidelines for the content of local Shoreline Master 
Programs (SMPs).  The new guidelines require that local jurisdictions conduct a cumulative impact 
analysis (CIA) addressing: 

 Current circumstances affecting the shorelines and relevant natural processes; 

 Reasonably foreseeable future development and use of the shoreline; and 

 Beneficial effects of any established regulatory programs under other local, state, and federal 
laws.    (WAC 173-26-186) 

Current Circumstances 

¢ƘŜ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƭƻƴƎ {ƴƻƘƻƳƛǎƘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŀƴ ƛƴǾŜƴǘƻǊȅ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ 
in 2004 ς 2006.  Results were published in a document entitled, Summary of Shoreline Ecological 
Functions and Conditions in Snohomish CountyΦ  ²ƘƛƭŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ {ƴƻƘƻƳƛǎƘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ 
good ecological condition, some shoreline functions have been impacted by development and 
modifications.  Shoreline armoring and flood protection structures have altered natural sedimentation 
and hydrologic processes along much of the marine, lake and river shorelines in the western half of the 
County.   These shoreline modifications are necessary to protect existing development and land use 
activities. 

The predominant types of land uses in shoreline areas includes:  residential and accessory structures, 
agricultural activities, forestry, public access and recreation, and transportation corridors for rail and 
auto traffic.  In the past, many shorelines were segmented into small residential and recreation lots.  
Shoreline functions are impacted by such development due to the addition of impervious surfaces, 
removal of shoreline vegetation, physical modifications of shorelines and wetlands (bulkheads, docks 
and fill), and reliance on on-site sewage disposal and treatment in the rural areas.   

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Development 

Future development is expected to follow the trends of the past ςnew development along shorelines 
will continue to include residential, resource and recreation uses.  Future shoreline modifications are 
expected to include bank stabilization, flood protection, docks, restoration projects, parks and public 
access. 

In this CIA, the County has developed a forecast model to estimate the magnitude and location of these 
types of future development for a planning period from 2007 until 2025.   The model predicts the 
number of new primary structures resulting both from infill on vacant land and new lot creation 
accomplished through land subdivision.  Impervious surface and vegetation clearing associated with 
these new primary structures is also calculated as is an estimate of the number of new docks and parcels 
where new shoreline armoring may be needed to protect existing structures.  The development 
ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƛǎ ǘƘŜƴ ŀǎǎƛƎƴŜŘ ŀ Ǌŀƴƪ ƻŦ άƘƛƎƘέ όнл ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƴŜǿ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎύΣ άƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜέ όн ǘƻ мф 
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ƴŜǿ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎύ ƻǊ άƭƻǿέ όм ƻǊ ŦŜǿŜǊ ƴŜǿ ǇǊƛƳŀry structures).  Results are reported by water 
type (lake, marine, river) and by shoreline environment designation in the proposed Shoreline 
Management Program (SMP). 

 Marine shorelines are at highest risk of potential impacts.  Of the three waterbody types, 
aŀǊƛƴŜ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜǎ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ άƘƛƎƘέ ƻǊ άƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜέ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ 
new development, with an average of one new primary structure for every 8 acres.  In contrast, 
ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άƘƛƎƘέ ƻǊ άƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜέ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ƭŀke reaches would be only 
one new structure for every 11.5 acres of shoreline and similarly ranked river reaches would be 
only one new structure for every 47.6 acres of shoreline.   

 Under the proposed SMP, the Rural Conservancy shoreline environment is forecast to have the 
greatest number of new primary structures, however, because the area is so large, development 
intensity would remain low at 1 new primary structure per 27 acres.  The Urban shoreline 
environment is expected to see a significant number of new primary structures but the 
ecological processes have already been impacted by existing development at urban intensities.  
The Urban Conservancy shoreline areas are expected to have the greatest potential for adverse 
impacts on shoreline ecological functions.  These areas currently have largely intact ecological 
ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ōǳǘ ŀǊŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ άƘƛƎƘέ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ  These Urban 
Conservancy Areas include: 

o Lake Stickney 

o Sultan River ς lower reach 

o SF Stillaguamish near Arlington 

o Little Pilchuck Creek east of Lake Stevens 

o Quilceda Creek in the Marysville Urban Growth Area 

 The forecast model predicts growth in new primary structures but does not address impacts 
associated with job growth.  The CIA also looked at data associated with the CoǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ 
growth monitoring efforts for Urban Growth Areas to identify locations that the forecast model 
may have mischaracterized.  Impacts associated with job growth are expected in the following 
areas: 

o Snohomish River estuary west of I-5 north of Everett 

o Little Bear Creek 

o Stillaguamish River estuary near Stanwood 

o Church Creek 

o Little Pilchuck Creek east of Lake Stevens 

¢ƘŜ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ŀ άƘƛƎƘέ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎ ŀǊŜ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜ ōŜƭƻǿΦ άbκŀέ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
table where data is not available for a particular shoreline segment.  The Reach ID corresponds to the 
complete data contained in Section 5.0 of this CIA and includes a description of the reach location.  The 
CIA ranking results are shown on the following map. 
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{ƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜǎ wŀƴƪŜŘ άIƛƎƘέ for Potential Development Impacts Forecast of Potential Development Impacts 2007-2025 
Development 

Intensity 

Reach 
ID 

Water 
Type Water Name 

Shoreline 
Environment 
Designation 

New 
Primary 

Structures 

New 
Impervious 

Surface 
(acres) 

New 
Vegetation 

Clearing 
(acres) 

Parcels 
with New 
Armoring 

New 
Docks 

Parcels 
per 

ŀŎǊŜ Χ 
Before 

Χ 
After 

67 Marine Point Wells Urban 323 23.39 29.71 0 n/a 0.018 5.693 

51 River Sultan River/ Marsh Creek Urban  109 7.87 10.00 24 n/a 0.411 0.984 

25 River SF Stillaguamish Rural Conservancy 104 7.53 9.56 40 n/a 0.243 0.294 

50 River SF Skykomish Rural Conservancy 104 7.53 9.56 23 n/a 0.737 1.107 

26 River Canyon Creek Rural Conservancy 103 7.46 9.48 28 n/a 0.615 0.795 

52 River Woods Creek  Rural Conservancy 99 7.13 9.05 16 n/a 0.076 0.127 

55 River Pilchuck River/ Little Pilchuck Creek Rural Conservancy 89 6.42 8.15 27 n/a 0.106 0.141 

22 River SF Stillaguamish Urban Conservancy 79 5.74 7.29 1 n/a 0.006 0.522 

61 River Swamp Creek Urban 79 5.71 7.25 47 n/a 1.027 1.556 

56 River Pilchuck River Rural Conservancy 75 5.44 6.91 20 n/a 0.115 0.160 

27 River SF Stillaguamish Rural Conservancy 74 5.37 6.82 17 n/a 0.104 0.147 

58 River Sauk Rural Conservancy 71 5.12 6.50 16 n/a 0.041 0.076 

65 Marine Hat Island Rural Conservancy 70 5.03 6.39 4 n/a 0.743 1.057 

62 Marine Skagit Bay Urban 66 4.79 6.09 1 n/a 0.016 1.103 

55 River Pilchuck River/ Little Pilchuck Creek Urban 58 4.18 5.31 13 n/a 0.221 0.894 

64 Marine Tulalip Rural Conservancy 54 3.88 4.93 5 n/a 0.709 0.800 

36 River Skykomish/Wallace/ Elwell/McCoy Resource 52 3.78 4.79 6 n/a 0.033 0.048 

103 Lake Stickney Urban Conservancy 49 3.58 4.54 n/a 7 0.186 1.336 

53 River WF Woods Creek /Carpenter Creek Rural Conservancy 48 3.48 4.42 11 n/a 0.043 0.066 

30 River Snohomish Resource 45 3.27 4.16 0 n/a 0.019 0.027 

4 River Pilchuck Creek Rural Conservancy 43 3.08 3.91 5 n/a 0.045 0.081 

16 River NF Stillaguamish Rural Conservancy 42 3.01 3.82 12 n/a 0.126 0.166 

51 River Sultan River/ Marsh Creek Urban Conservancy 42 *  3.00 3.82 23 n/a 0.336 0.685 

23 River Jim Creek Rural Conservancy 41 2.93 3.72 11 n/a 0.050 0.072 

2 River Stillaguamish River / Upper Portage Creek Urban Conservancy 41 2.93 3.72 0 n/a 0.051 0.737 

54 River Pilchuck River/ Dubuque Rural Conservancy 38 2.71 3.45 11 n/a 0.136 0.166 

63 Marine Port Susan Rural Conservancy 37 2.71 3.44 3 n/a 0.568 0.628 

13 River NF Stillaguamish Rural Conservancy 37 2.71 3.44 5 n/a 0.067 0.105 

29 River Quilceda Creek Urban Conservancy 37 2.66 3.38 86 n/a 1.036 1.305 

103 Lake Stickney Urban 37 2.66 3.38 n/a 15 1.314 2.366 

49 River Skykomish/NF Sky./ Deer Creek Rural Conservancy 34 2.49 3.16 11 n/a 0.110 0.149 

98 Lake Roesiger Rural Conservancy 34 2.47 3.14 n/a 7 1.656 1.790 

102 Lake Stevens Urban 32 2.28 2.90 n/a 34 1.885 2.214 

3 River Church Creek Urban 31 2.24 2.85 1 n/a 0.037 0.612 

1 River Stillaguamish River / Lower Portage Creek Resource 23 1.67 2.12 6 n/a 0.026 0.029 

45 River Skykomish Rural Conservancy 23 1.67 2.12 13 n/a 0.254 0.287 

54 River Pilchuck River/ Dubuque Resource 23 1.65 2.09 9 n/a 0.283 0.316 

40 River Wallace/Bear/May Rural Conservancy 22 1.57 1.99 4 n/a 0.145 0.186 
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Beneficial Effects of Any Established Regulatory Programs 

The proposed SMP contains policies and regulations designed to protect shoreline ecological functions 
while allowing use of the shorelines consistent with the goals of the SMA.  These SMP provisions will 
help offset potential impacts related to development activities.  Some provisions are applied to all 
shoreline jurisdiction countywide while others are applied to specific shoreline environment 
designations.  The shoreline environment designations are assigned in part based on the ecological 
conditions present.  The environment-specific policies and regulations then reflect the level of ecological 
sensitivity ς the higher value and the more sensitive the ecological conditions, the more restrictive are 
the policies and regulations within that environment.  The Aquatic, Natural and Urban Conservancy 
designations under the proposed SMP are the most restrictive shoreline environments. 

To promote the goals of the SMA and offset potential impacts from development, the proposed SMP 
contains policies and regulations addressing the following: 

 Preference for water-dependent uses, single-family residential uses, public access and 
recreation, and recreation; 

 Shoreline environment-specific use limitations, design standards and vegetation retention 
requirements; 

 wŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀǾƻƛŘΣ ƳƛƴƛƳƛȊŜ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ŀ άƴƻ ƴŜǘ ƭƻǎǎέ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ŦƻǊ 
shoreline ecological functions; 

 Critical area protection requirements including preservation of riparian buffers; structural 
setbacks; development restrictions in channel migration zones, steep slopes and flood hazard 
areas; and wetland and habitat protection.  

 Limitations of structural bank stabilization and flood protection measures; and 

 Encouraging shoreline ecological restoration. 

 

Conclusions 

The County has adopted a multifaceted approach to protect shoreline ecological functions.   This 
approach includes both regulatory and non-regulatory programs.  The new guidelines adopted by the 
state in 2003 support this approach, acknowledging that the policy goals of the SMA may not be 

achievable by development regulations alone (WAC 173-26-186).  ThŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ multifaceted approach 
includes planning; intergovernmental coordination; development of regulation; enforcement; and 
improved protection of ecological functions and values through non-regulatory incentive-based 
means, such as voluntary enhancement and restoration, public education and other voluntary 
activity; and monitoring and adaptive management. 

Based on the types of foreseeable development that are likely to occur within Snohomish County 
ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ {at ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ Ƴǳƭǘifaceted 
approach, it appears that potential impacts to shoreline function will be adequately addressed.  When 
the regulatory and non-regulatory programs are utilized together, the County should be able to achieve 
the άƴƻ ƴŜǘ ƭƻǎǎέ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ŦƻǊ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜ Ŝcological functions. 
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 

In 1972, the state of Washington adopted the Shoreline Management Act (SMA) for the purpose of 
ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƴƎ άǘƘŜ ƛƴƘŜǊŜƴǘ ƘŀǊƳ ƛƴ ŀƴ ǳƴŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǇƛŜŎŜƳŜŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ 
ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜǎέ όw/² флΦруΦлнлύΦ  Lƴ ŀŘƻǇǘƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ 
balance various interests in the shorelines of the state.  Key goals of the SMA address preservation of 
state shorelines for water-dependent economic uses, public access and recreation, and protection of 
shoreline ecological functions.  The legislature authorized local governments to plan and regulate 
aŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊǎƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 9ŎƻƭƻƎȅ ό5h9ύΦ  
State law authorized DOE to develop guidelines for the creation of these shoreline management plans.   

Snohomish County adopted its first shoreline master program in 1974, called the Shoreline Management 
Master Program (SMMP).  Since then, the County has made several revisions to the program.  However, 
the County has not conducted a comprehensive update to that program since its original adoption.  In 
2003, the state of Washington adopted new requirements for the contents of Shoreline Master 
Programs (SMPs) to be administered by local governments.   

Starting in January 2004, Snohomish County began the process of amending its existing SMP.  The 
County process involved the following steps: 

1. Prepare an inventory and analysis of existing resources and land uses.  That inventory was 
published in February 2006 as the Summary of Shoreline Ecological Functions and Conditions in 
Snohomish County.  This document provided baseline information on shoreline physical, 
biological and development conditions in the County and served as the basis for creating new 
shoreline designations, regulations and revised County code. 

2. Determine new shoreline environment designations based on their physical, biological and 
development characteristics.  These designations provide a way for the County to create and 
apply targeted policies and regulations based upon the intent of each environment and its 
specific conditions. 

3. Review and revise existing SMP goals and policies.  

4. Integrate shoreline regulations into the County code.  The whole of the revised regulations and 
ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴƴŜǊ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ŎƻŘŜ ƛǎ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άtǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ 
tǊƻƎǊŀƳέ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ άǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ {atΦέ 

5. Prepare a restoration plan. 

 
As part of revising the SMP, the DOE also requires a Cumulative Impact Analysis (CIA), as described by 
the following regulatory language:   

Local master programs shall evaluate and consider cumulative impacts of reasonably 
foreseeable future development on shoreline ecological functions and other shoreline 
functions fostered by the policy goals of the act. To ensure no net loss of ecological 
functions and protection of other shoreline functions and/or uses, master programs shall 
contain policies, programs, and regulations that address adverse cumulative impacts 
and fairly allocate the burden of addressing cumulative impacts among development 
opportunities. Evaluation of such cumulative impacts should consider: 
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(i) Current circumstances affecting the shorelines and relevant natural processes; 

(ii) Reasonably foreseeable future development and use of the shoreline; and 

(iii) Beneficial effects of any established regulatory programs under other local, state, 
and federal laws.    (WAC 173-26-186) 

 

1.1 Major Elements of the Proposed Program 

The Existing Program consists of those regulations currently used as the shoreline master program for 
Snohomish County.  Snohomish County commissioners adopted the Existing Program on September 25, 
1974 and September 30, 1974.  The Washington State DOE approved the program on December 26, 
1974.  Snohomish County most recently adopted revisions to the SMMP in June 1993. 

The elements of the Proposed Program are contained in a revised Shoreline Management Program for 
an updated Snohomish County shoreline jurisdiction.  The Proposed Program contains goals, policies and 
regulations for the management of land within 200 feet of the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) and 
the associated 100-year floodplain.  Shorelines are defined to include lakes, rivers and streams, and 
marine shorelines.  A detailed comparison of the existing and revised SMP is provided in Chapter 3 of 
the Snohomish County Proposed SMP Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  In summary, the 
Proposed Program contains the following substantive changes:   

 A modest increase in regulated shoreline area:  The Proposed Program changes the total acreage, 
including land and water areas, within the shoreline jurisdiction from approximately 132,280 acres 
to 139,872 acres of land, an increase of approximately 7,592 acres.  The principal change in acreage 
is from the inclusion of Spada Lake (about 1,800 acres water area and 452 acres upland) in the 
County shoreline jurisdiction.  Prior to this, Spada Lake was entirely surrounded by federally owned 
lands.  Other changes in acreage relate to the identification of lakes and stream reaches now 
included in the shoreline jurisdiction that were not identified when the Existing Program was 
prepared in 1974.  In addition, areas deleted from the SMP include areas annexed into cities within 
Snohomish County since 1974.  

 New environment designations:  The existing regulations contain five environment designations:  
Natural, Conservancy, Rural, Suburban and Urban.  The Proposed Program contains seven: 

1. Aquatic, 

2. Natural, 

3. Resource, 

4. Municipal Watershed Utility, 

5. Rural Conservancy, 

6. Urban Conservancy, and 

7. Urban. 

The Proposed Program provides classification information, designation criteria, and management 
policies for each designation.   
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 Revised shoreline use and modification policies:  Both the existing and proposed shoreline 
programs contain similar types of policies; however, the Proposed Program has updated policies 
to support no net loss of shoreline ecological functions and to address recent updates to the 
shoreline guidelines in WAC 173-18, -20, -22, -26 and -27. 

The state is phasing out the lists of specific shorelines, identified by waterbody name and 
county, from WAC 172-18 and -20 and will rely instead on local jurisdictions to identify 
shorelines in their SMPs using the criteria for stream flow rate (WAC 173-16-044) and lake size 
(WAC 173-20-044). 

 

1.2 Content of the CIA 

This document constitutes the Snohomish County CIA and has been prepared in compliance with the 
DOE Guidelines.  The apǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΣ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άaŜǘƘƻŘǎέ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜƭƻǿΣ 
is threefold: 

1. Estimate the level of foreseeable future development by shoreline reach and type (e.g., lake, 
river/ stream, and marine);  

2. Estimate the level of new lot creation through land subdivision by shoreline environment 
designation; and 

3. Assess potential impacts to shoreline ecological functions that may arise under the Proposed 
Program designations and requirements and the foreseeable future conditions. 

 
It is recognized that methods of determining reasonably foreseeable future development may vary 
according to local circumstances, including demographic and economic characteristics and the nature 
and extent of local shorelines.  In addition, given the scope of this project and the data available, it was 
often necessary to generalize about potential impacts to ecological functions across a relatively broad 
geographic area. 

This report includes a description of the methods used to prepare this CIA.  Included in the next section 
(2.0) is a list of the assumptions used in the analysis.    Section 3.0 describes the cumulative impacts of 
the Proposed Program upon shoreline functions.  The analysis compares existing shoreline conditions 
and the current regulatory framework with the proposed regulatory framework and reasonably 
foreseeable development patterns.  The analysis is broken down into the three types of water bodies for 
consistency with the shoreline inventory prepared as part of the SMP update process.  It should be 
noted that there is no regulatory distinction between the types of shoreline.  Regulatory distinctions are 
instead directly related to the shoreline environment designation.   
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2.0 METHODOLOGY 

The CIA includes the following steps: 

1. Identify reaches to be evaluated using GIS.  While the original assumption was that the lake, 
ǊƛǾŜǊκǎǘǊŜŀƳΣ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ ǊŜŀŎƘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άǎŜƎƳŜƴǘǎέ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ 
shoreline inventory process, this turned out not to be the case.  For the County shoreline 
inventory, the segment boundaries were derived from the physical/biological features found on 
site.  However, the CIA requires an analysis of the entire area considered under any particular 
environment designation.   

Analysis was done at the parcel level.  The parcel-level data can be evaluated in the aggregate by 
shoreline environment designation or compiled by specific geographic area:  watershed, 
subbasin, or individual lake, stream or marine shoreline.  If a parcel contained any designated 
shoreline area it was included in the analysis in its entirety.  Thus, the area covered by shoreline 
parcels is larger than the actual area designated under the proposed SMP.  In addition, some 
parcels contain more than one shoreline environment.  For example, parcels along the Sultan 
River contain up to three shoreline environment designations (Aquatic, Urban and Urban 
Conservancy) as well as area outside of shoreline jurisdiction.  This results in some overstating of 
potential impacts due to double counting when parcels are evaluated based on shoreline 
environment. 

The Aquatic shoreline environment is not evaluated individually in this CIA.  Most development 
activities do not occur below the ordinary high water mark (OHWM), more typically occurring in 
the adjacent upland shoreland environments.  However, shoreline modifications below the 
OHWM, such as docks and bank armoring, usually occur in conjunction with adjacent upland 
development and were evaluated in this analysis. 

2. Use existing County GIS data layers to describe and/or calculate current conditions for variables 
most relevant to the CIA.  Data sources and criteria for each of the variables are described 
below, along with appropriate WAC citations, where relevant.  

Á Reach Name:  Reach names are based on shoreline segment names provided by the County. 

Á ²ŀǘŜǊǎƘŜŘ ŀƴŘ {ǳōōŀǎƛƴΥ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ¢ƻǘŀƭ 
Impervious Area (TIA) GIS data layer and extrapolated to the new proposed environmental 
designation reach boundaries (proposed reaches).  Not all reaches have this information in 
the database. 

Á Water Type:  The water type data layer was provided by Snohomish County and populated 
with the appropriate water body type:  lake, river/stream or marine. 

Á Existing Land Use Codes:  This information was based on data contained within the County 
Assessor database for all parcels within proposed reach boundaries. 

Á Future Land Use Codes:  A County GIS layer based on codes adopted in December 2005 was 
summarized based on proposed reach boundaries. 

Á Zoning:  Data for this element was provided by the County as a separate GIS layer.   
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Á Number of Parcels:  This represents the total number of parcels that fall within a particular 
designation within each reach.  Partial parcels are counted as one parcel; if any part of the 
parcel was within the shoreline environment, it is included in the count. 

Á Parcel acres:  This is the total acreage for all parcels within a particular designation within 
each reach.   

Á Primary Structures:  The number of primary structures was calculated based on the value of 
market improvements greater than zero for the parcel.   

Á Development Potential:  This was assessed based on the number and size of vacant parcels 
and on the potential for redevelopment of already-developed parcels which are large 
enough to subdivide given the underlying zoning.  Government-owned lands and parcels 
enrolled in open space, agriculture or timber management tax classifications were not 
included as contributing to the development potential.  For parcels inside of Urban Growth 
AǊŜŀǎΣ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ DǊƻǿǘƘ aƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ wŜǇƻǊǘ όнллуύ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘΦ  
Redevelopment potential also considers the dollar value of existing improvements and the 
ratio of improvement value to land value. 

Á Waterfront Parcels:  This represents the number of waterfront parcels within the 
designation with each reach, and was calculated by determining which parcels are within a 
given distance of the Aquatic shoreline environment. This element was intended to add 
information on potential future armoring under the assumption that only the parcels that 
directly intersect with the water would have a reason to armor the shoreline or build a 
dock/ramp. 

Á Est. Impervious Area:  This variable was calculated by multiplying the number of primary 
structures for each designation within each reach by 3,150 square feet and converting to 
ŀŎǊŜǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ оΣмрл ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ {ǇƻƪŀƴŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ {ǘƻǊƳǿŀǘŜǊ 
Management Plan (Spokane County 2005) that used aerial photographs and plat data from 
several hundred parcels together with GIS analysis to determine the approximate TIA for 
each residential unit.  

Á Est. Vegetation Clearing:  This is calculated by multiplying the number of primary structures 
for each designation within each reach by 4,000 square feet and converting it to acres.  The 
4,000-square-foot value is based on the clearing limits for single-family development 
ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀǊŜŀ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ. 

Á !ǊƳƻǊƛƴƎΥ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŀǊƳƻǊƛƴƎ ƭƛƴŜ Řŀǘŀ ƭŀȅŜǊΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƭŜƴƎǘƘ ǿŀǎ ŀƴ 
attribute in the armoring GIS line.  This is an incomplete data set for the County. 

Á wŀƳǇǎκ5ƻŎƪǎΥ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǊŀƳǇǎ Řŀǘŀ ƭƛƴŜ ŦƛƭŜ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŎƪǎ DL{ ƭŀȅŜǊΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
number represents a total count of all parcels with ramps plus all parcels with docks within 
each designation in each reach.  A blank value (or n/a) indicates no information available.  
This is also an incomplete data set for the County. 

3. Calculate foreseeable future development for each proposed reach area. To maintain 
consistency with GMA planning protocols, forecasts were based on the expected future growth 
from 2007 to 2025 proportionally allocated into shoreline areas based on the share of total land 
capacity available in shoreline areas. The share of total lot growth allocated to shoreline areas is 
3,021 new lots during the planning period ς 1,039 inside of the UGAs and 1,982 new lots 
outside.  This estimated lot growth was then used to calculate the following: 
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Á Primary use structures 

Á Estimated impervious area 

Á Vegetation clearing 

Á Armoring 

Á Ramps/docks 

 
It should be noted that some of the proposed environment designations limit the extent/type of 
development allowed (see the use matrix from proposed SCC 30.67.430).  Reaches affected by 
these new limitations would likely realize a lower-than-expected development rate. To 
determine the magnitude of this problem, a GIS analysis was conducted on the two upland 
environment designations ς Natural and Urban Conservancy ς that contain the most stringent 
development standards (e.g., restrictions on clearing vegetation and new ramps/docks in both 
Natural and Urban Conservancy).  This analysis revealed that parcels containing any amount of 
each of these two upland designations represent a very small percentage (less than 3 percent) 
of the 26,570 total shoreland parcels within the County.  Therefore, the straight percentage was 
applied with the understanding that the foreseeable future development calculations likely 
overestimate potential development and, therefore, cumulative impacts to shoreline functions.  

Environmental constraints would further limit the amount, placement and design of 
development within shoreline jurisdiction.  Development on steep slopes, wetlands and channel 
migration zones is significantly limited.   Such environmental constraints were not factored in to 
the analysis thus the results represent an overestimate of the potential development impacts.   

4. wŀƴƪƛƴƎ ƻŦ άƘƛƎƘΣέ άƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜέ ŀƴŘ άƭƻǿέ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ  A ranking system 
was developed for each reach based on the number of new primary use structures expected 
over the planning period from 2007 - 2025.  

 άIƛƎƘέ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ŀ ŦƻǊŜŎŀǎǘ ƻŦ 20 or more new primary structures during the 
planning period. 

 άaƻŘŜǊŀǘŜέ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ŀ ŦƻǊŜŎŀǎǘ ƻŦ 2 to 19 new primary structures during the 
planning period. 

 ά[ƻǿέ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ŀ ŦƻǊŜŎŀǎǘ ƻŦ 1 or fewer new primary structures during the 
planning period. 

In the model, primary structures affect the vegetation clearing and impervious surface 
calculations directly, so that one variable can be used to indicate overall development impact.  
The number of new primary structures is the calculated based on the forecast of new lots.  For 
lakes, an additional element was used as a secondary ranking tool ς the number of new docks.  
For rivers, the potential for new bank stabilization was estimated based on the number of 
riverfront parcels with existing primary structures that are not currently armored.  

5. Qualitative analysis of impacts.  A qualitative analysis was performed, based in part on the 
analysis conducted as part of the EIS process, to determine how foreseeable growth patterns 
might result in impacts to shoreline functions.  Four general categories of indicators of shoreline 
functions were evaluated for each area of high potential future growth (see Section 2.2 for 
descriptions):   1) hydrologic functions; 2) shoreline vegetation functions; 3) hyporheic functions; 
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and 4) habitat functions.  A qualitative evaluation of indirect impacts associated with potential 
areas of future development was also conducted at a County-wide level.   

6. Evaluate SMP policies and regulations to offset impacts.  A qualitative analysis was performed to 
determine what applicable regulations related to each of the impacts identified, and what, if any 
regulations should be added or expanded to create more protection. 

 
The quantitative analysis was completed with GIS and exported to MS Excel tables.  The results of that 
analysis are provided at the sub-reach level, given that individual reaches often have several different 
environment designations.  The full database is included in section 5.2 including the details for each 
reach and shoreline environment designation.  Given the available project resources and the size of the 
County shoreline area, it was determined that much of the analysis for this report would need to be 
summarized at least up to the reach level, instead of the sub-reach level, despite the fact that there is 
often variability in the types of designations and land uses within each reach.    

Included in the analysis is an estimate of the impacts from future subdivision of vacant and under-
developed land. Section 4.1.2 contains a general discussion of how subdivisions would be regulated 
under the proposed SMP and other county policies (e.g., zoning requirements and County CAR); and 
how such regulations and policies would offset potential direct and indirect impacts to shoreline areas 
that may result from future subdivisions.  

 

2.1 Data Gaps and Limitations 

There are several elements that are required by WAC 173-26-201(3)(c) for inclusion in the SMP process 
but that were unavailable at the time of this study.  Those data gaps include: 

 Fill:  There are no existing data sets to determine the amount of fill within parcels or reaches of 
the County. 

 Dredging or Disposal Activities:  No data is available on dredging or disposal activities.   

 Public Access/Views:  Limited data layers exist for this element.  

 Critical area data is not included in the analysis.  This data set is not complete and adjustments 
to development potential are determined on a site-by-site basis.  Exclusion of critical area 
considerations results in an overestimate of the development potential since related 
environmental constraints typically reduce development intensity.  The critical area regulations 
are evaluated as offsets to potential development impacts in section 4.0. 

 Aquatic environment designation was not specifically addressed in this parcel-based analysis. 
Very few parcels exist that are entirely below the ordinary high water mark (OHWM).  
Waterfront parcels usually have both an upland designation and an Aquatic designation where 
the property extends below the OHWM.  Aquatic areas are usually developed in relation to their 
adjacent upland designated areas (i.e., docks, bulkheads, boat launch, etc.).  These types of 
modifications to Aquatic areas are included in this analysis as are the potential impacts to the 
aquatic shoreline functions resulting from upland development activities.  Impacts to Aquatic 
areas are attributed to the adjacent upland designation. 
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 Municipal Watershed Utility (MWU) environment designation was not specifically addressed in 
this parcel-based analysis because development is restricted in this area subject to the licensing 
agreement with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.   

 Areas within the boundaries of United States Forest Service lands were not evaluated for 
development impacts because of limited data for these remote areas.  Development potential is 
very limited in these largely inaccessible areas.   Activities are generally limited to recreation 
cabins, hiking and some old mining claims. 

 In some cases a single parcel contains more than one shoreline environment designation.  The 
analysis calculates the development potential for these parcels separately for each of the 
individual designations resulting in double counting of impacts.  Table 1 shows the extent of this 
potential double counting by identifying the number of parcels (and their acreages) which 
contain two different shoreland designations.  The Aquatic designation was not included 
because it would result in double counting for nearly every waterfront parcel.  Figure 1 provides 
an illustration of this issue along the Sultan River.   

 

Table 1:  Extent of Shoreline Environment Designation Overlap  
 

Shoreline Environment 
Designations 

Overlap: 
Natural Resource Rural 

Conservancy 
Urban Urban 

Conservancy 

Natural Parcels      

 (Acres)      
Resource Parcels 19 *     

 (Acres) (3845)     
Rural Conservancy Parcels 50 13    
 (Acres) (1367) (486)    
Urban Parcels 0 6 14   
 (Acres) 0 (170) (105)   
Urban Conservancy Parcels 1 10 3 66 **  
 (Acres) (4) (56) (10) (186)  
MWU Parcels 0 1 0 0 0 

 (Acres) 0 (59) 0 0 0 

 
* Five parcels are over 600 acres each and one is over 300 acres ς only a small portion of each is actually 

within shoreline jurisdiction ς accounting for most of the acreage attributed to the overlap (the six largest parcels 
account for 3525 acres).    

** Most of the overlap with the Urban and Urban Conservancy environments occurs along the Sultan 
River.  This is the area shown in Figure 1. 
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2.2 Indicators of Shoreline Ecological Functions 

This methodology relies upon the well-established relationship between shoreline development and 
impacts to shoreline ecological function.  In essence, areas that are revealed by the GIS analysis to have 
potentially high rates of future development are expected to be those where potential exists for impacts 
to shoreline function.  As specified by WAC 173-26-201(3)(i), shoreline ecological functions that should 
be addressed in the SMP process include: 

 In rivers and streams and associated flood plains: 

Á Hydrologic:  Transport of water and sediment across the natural range of flow variability; 
attenuating flow energy; developing pools, riffles, gravel bars, recruitment and transport of 
large woody debris and other organic material.  

Figure 1.  Parcels with multiple shoreline environment designations. 

 
 

Individual parcels may have 

multiple shoreline environment 

designations.  In the example 

shown here, parcels on the right 

(east) bank of the river may 

contain as many as three 

designations:  Aquatic, Urban 

Conservancy and Urban.  These 

parcels would be counted in the 

totals under both Urban and 

Urban Conservancy resulting in 

double-counting if the numbers 

are totaled over all the shoreline 

environment designations. 

Note also that the Sultan River 

itself is not parcelized ς most 

parcels exteƴŘ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊΩǎ 

edge but some appear to extend 

below the OHWM.  The river itself 

is not contained within a parcel, or 

lot, with ownership and physical 

attributes recorded in the data. 
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Á Shoreline vegetation:  Maintaining temperature; removing excessive nutrients and toxic 
compound, sediment removal and stabilization; attenuation of flow energy; and provision of 
large woody debris and other organic matter. 

Á Hyporheic functions:  Removing excessive nutrients and toxic compound, water storage, 
support of vegetation, and sediment storage and maintenance of base flows. 

Á Habitat for native aquatic and shoreline-dependent birds, invertebrates, mammals; 
amphibians; and anadromous and resident native fish:  Habitat functions may include, but 
are not limited to, space or conditions for reproduction; resting, hiding and migration; and 
food production and delivery. 

 In lakes: 

Á Hydrologic:  Storing water and sediment, attenuating wave energy, removing excessive 
nutrients and toxic compounds, recruitment of large woody debris and other organic 
material.  

Á Shoreline vegetation:  Maintaining temperature; removing excessive nutrients and toxic 
compound, attenuating wave energy, sediment removal and stabilization; and providing 
woody debris and other organic matter. 

Á Hyporheic functions:  Removing excessive nutrients and toxic compound, water storage, 
support of vegetation, and sediment storage and maintenance of base flows. 

Á Habitat for aquatic and shoreline-dependent birds, invertebrates, mammals; amphibians; 
and anadromous and resident native fish:  Habitat functions may include, but are not limited 
to, space or conditions for reproduction, resting, hiding and migration; and food production 
and delivery. 

 In marine waters: 

Á Hydrologic:  Transporting and stabilizing sediment, attenuating wave and tidal energy, 
removing excessive nutrients and toxic compounds; recruitment, redistribution and reduction 
of woody debris and other organic material.  

Á Vegetation:  Maintaining temperature; removing excessive nutrients and toxic compound, 
attenuating wave energy, sediment removal and stabilization; and providing woody debris 
and other organic matter. 

Á Habitat for aquatic and shoreline-dependent birds, invertebrates, mammals; amphibians; 
and anadromous and resident native fish:  Habitat functions may include, but are not limited 
to, space or conditions for reproduction, resting, hiding and migration; and food production 
and delivery. 

 Wetlands:  

Á Hydrological: Storing water and sediment, attenuating wave energy, removing excessive 
nutrients and toxic compounds, recruiting woody debris and other organic material.  

Á Vegetation: Maintaining temperature; removing excessive nutrients and toxic compound, 
attenuating wave energy, removing and stabilizing sediment; and providing woody debris 
and other organic matter. 

Á Hyporheic functions: Removing excessive nutrients and toxic compound, storing water and 
maintaining base flows, storing sediment and support of vegetation. 
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Á Habitat for aquatic and shoreline-dependent birds, invertebrates, mammals; amphibians; 
and anadromous and resident native fish: Habitat functions may include, but are not limited 
to, space or conditions for reproduction, resting, hiding and migration; and food production 
and delivery. 

 
Lƴ ǘƘŜ {ƴƻƘƻƳƛǎƘ /ƻǳƴǘȅ LƴǾŜƴǘƻǊȅΣ ŦƻǳǊ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ άƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎέ ǿŜǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ 
information on the above-described shoreline functions across the different waterbody types.  These 
four categories are used in this analysis as well and are directly related to shoreline development.   

 Vegetation:  Nearly every type of shoreline development decreases riparian vegetation and 
holds the potential to negatively impact shoreline functions.  Vegetation is considered directly in 
the CIA in the form of the vegetation clearing and estimated impervious area variables, and 
indirectly in the form of number of primary structures.   

 Water movement:  Water movement (the general term for the hydrological and hyporheic 
functions described above) is indirectly considered in the CIA in the form of the armoring and 
ramps or docks variables, as these types of features would serve to limit the natural flows and 
wave energy of river and marine systems.  Vegetation clearing and estimated impervious 
surface are also indirect indicators of changes in hydrologic patterns and hyporheic functions in 
many shoreline systems. 

 Water quality:  Water quality can be directly impacted by waterfront development in the form 
of nutrient and pollutant runoff.  It is considered indirectly in this analysis in the form of the 
waterfront parcels, number of primary structures and estimated impervious area variables. 

 Habitat:  Habitat is also almost always impacted by shoreline development.  Habitat-related 
functions are considered indirectly in the CIA in the form of the primary use structures, 
vegetation clearing, estimated impervious surface, armoring and ramps/docks variables. 

  

 

Hat Slough estuary, 

Stillaguamish River. 

 

(Photo credit:  
Washington State 
Dept. of Ecology, 
Washington Coastal 
Atlas, 2006) 
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Tables 14A, B and C in chapter 4 show the major types of foreseeable future development and how they 
may impact shoreline ecological functions.  Table 15 shows the regulatory offsets to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate development impacts on each of these ecological functions.  

The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) prepared to analyze the potential impacts of 
the proposed SMP provides a detailed discussion of the existing ecological functions at risk by shoreline 
type (lake, river, marine) and by basin for riverine areas (SEIS, Chapter 3, January, 2010).   

 

3.0 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

In this section, the potential impacts from development in shoreline areas are assessed from two 
perspectives:  1) impacts by water type; and 2) impacts by shoreline environment designation.  Water 
type (lake, marine and river) provides an indication of the ecological functions at work.  These ecological 
processes can vary by water type, for example, beach sediment recruitment and transport along marine 
shorelines and channel migration zones along river shorelines are processes unique to the specific 
shoreline type (refer to section 2.2).   Impacts from development on these ecological processes are 
ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƻŦŦǎŜǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀǊŜŀ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ 

The analysis also looks at impacts on areas within each of the shoreline environment designations.  SMP 
regulations addressing allowed uses and development standards vary by shoreline environment.  The 
regulations are designed to offset development-related impacts based on the ecological sensitivity of 
the environment designation.  Offsets designed to prevent, minimize and mitigate development impacts 
on shorelines are addressed in the next section (4.0). 

The results reported in this cumulative impact analysis are based on a forecast model using data from 
the CountyΩǎ Geographic Information System.  Many factors not considered by the model enter into 
determining the type and scale of development that ultimately gets approved on any given property.  
The impacts reported here should in no way be construed as approval from the County for such 
development.  

 

3.1 Potential Impacts by Water Type  

3.1.1 Lake Shorelines  

Existing Conditions 

Under the existing SMMP, a total of 44 lakes fall within ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ shoreline jurisdiction.  These lakes 
and their shorelines constitute 114 miles of shoreline length and 5,231 acres in area.  Four of the 44 
lakes that fall under existing shoreline regulations are more than 70 percent developed, and five of the 
44 lakes are predominantly undeveloped.  Across the County, 42 percent of all lake shoreline is currently 
affected by some type of shoreline armoring.  In general, current primary land uses on lake shorelines 
are single-family residential and duplex (75 percent), resource production (8 percent), undeveloped (13 
percent), parks and recreation (4 percent) (Snohomish County 2006, 2009(a)).  Most of the current lake 
shoreline area (3,598 acres, or 68.7 percent) has an environmental designation of Suburban.   



 
13 

SNOHOMISH COUNTY SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM UPDATE 
SEIS ς APPENDIX C - Cumulative Impact Analysis 
June, 2010 
 

Proposed Conditions 

Under the Proposed Program, 50 lakes are designated as shorelines covering 8,077 acres, of which 5,265 
acres are water area and 2,812 acres are shoreland.  The Proposed Program includes 11 new lakes that 
were previously not regulated as shoreline, and removes five lakes - four out in federally owned lands 
and one which has naturally filled in enough such that it no longer meets the 20 acre threshold (Hanson 
Slough).  These changes in lake designation in the Proposed Program are shown in Table 2.   

Most (2,200 acres, or 68.5 percent) of the newly regulated lake shoreline is the result of one newly 
regulated lake ς Spada Lake ς which is impounded by a hydroelectric dam and used as a public water 
supply. Spada Lake (1776 acres) and its shorelands (445 acres) are designated Municipal Watershed 
Utility.  Development around Spada Lake is restricted by the conditions of the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission license for the dam. The only current and foreseeable future development along this lake is 
related to the infrastructure necessary to maintain its status as a Public Utilities District (PUD) water 
reservoir.  No future residential or other development is anticipated. 

Table 2:  Proposed Changes in Lake Designations 

Lakes Added to the 
Proposed SMP 

Lakes Removed from 
the Proposed SMP 

Connor Blanca* 

Getchell Copper 

John Sam Evangeline 

Getchell Hanson Slough 

Mud Sunset 

Spring  

Spada  

Swartz  

Twin (north)  

Twin (south)  

Wagner  

 

* Lakes like Blanca Lake located out in the Mount Baker Snoqualmie National Forest are under federal 
jurisdiction rather the county jurisdiction.  However, should lands be transferred into private ownership 
ƻǊ ƭŜŀǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǳǎŜΣ ŀƴȅ ǎǳŎƘ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 
shoreline jurisdiction.  These lakes and rivers subject to potential shoreline jurisdiction which are located 
out in federal areas are shown on the countywide map.  Those in the national forest are assigned a 
Resource shoreline environment designation and those in federal wilderness areas are assigned a 
Natural shoreline environment designation. 

Foreseeable Future Development 

The most common environment designations under the Proposed Program along lake shoreline parcels 
is Rural Conservancy; 79 percent of lake parcels contain a Rural Conservancy designation.  It is 
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anticipated that lake shoreline areas will experience the following types of development over the next 
10 years:   

 Continued residential development of lakes with already high modification levels, which would 
include armoring, view corridor tree removal and trimming, vegetation clearing, etc. 

 Construction of new docks or piers associated with residential use. 

 Continued and expanded light agricultural use. 

 Creation of new parks and public access sites. 

Calculations of foreseeable future development along lake shorelines indicate that areas most likely to 
exhibit the greatest development over the next 10 years are those that are in the urban areas.  As 
described in the methods section (Section 2.0, Number 3), calculations of foreseeable future 
development use one variable ς the number of primary structures - as an indicator of overall 
development impact.  It is assumed that construction and use of new primary structures will result in 
the types of activities that could directly impact shoreline function ς vegetation clearing, creation of new 
impervious surfaces, shoreline modifications, increased runoff, etc. 

Calculations for new docks and shoreline armoring are inferred from upland development conditions.  
New docks are based on the number of existing and new primary structures that do not currently have 
docks.  New bulkheads are based only on the existing primary structures currently without bulkheads.  
New bulkheads were not attributed to new primary structures as the regulations allow new bulkheads 
only to protect existing primary structures. 

 [ŀƪŜ wŜŀŎƘŜǎ wŀƴƪŜŘ ŀǎ άIƛƎƘέ ŦƻǊ tƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ CǳǘǳǊŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 

Table 3 ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƪŜ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜ ǊŜŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ŀǎ άƘƛƎƘέ ŦƻǊ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ  
These reaches are estimated to have more than 20 new primary structures over the planning period.  
Lake reaches are distinguished by shoreland environment designation. Some lakes (ex., Stickney ς see 
Figure 2, Crystal, Cassidy) have more than one environment designation along their shorelines and are 
thus divided into more than one reach.  Most lakes have only one shoreland environment and thus the 
ǊŜŀŎƘ ƛǎ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƪŜǎΩ ŜƴǘƛǊŜ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜ ŀǊŜŀΦ  The full data for these lakes is available in section 
5.2 arranged by reach ID. 

Table 3.  Lake Reaches wŀƴƪŜŘ ŀǎ άIƛƎƘέ ŦƻǊ tƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ CǳǘǳǊŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 

LAKES Forecast of Potential Impacts Development Intensity 

Reach 
ID 

Water 
Name 

Environment 
Designation 

New 
Primary 
Structures 

New 
Impervious 
Surface 
(acres) 

New 
Vegetation 
Clearing 
(acres) 

Parcels 
w/ new 
armoring 

New 
Docks 

Primary 
Structures 
per acre 
(existing) 

Primary 
Structures 
per acre 
(new) 

103 Stickney 
Urban 
Conservancy 49 3.58 4.54 n/a 7 0.186 1.336 

103 Stickney Urban 37 2.66 3.38 n/a 15 1.314 2.366 

98 Roesiger 
Rural 
Conservancy 34 2.47 3.14 n/a 7 1.656 1.790 

102 Stevens Urban 32 2.28 2.90 n/a 34 1.885 2.214 

 



 
15 

SNOHOMISH COUNTY SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM UPDATE 
SEIS ς APPENDIX C - Cumulative Impact Analysis 
June, 2010 
 

Four ƭŀƪŜ ǊŜŀŎƘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ άHighέΥ 

 Lake Stickney is located in the southwest County UGA and is surrounded by urban development.  
The northeast, east and south shorelines are developed for single-family residential uses.  Most of 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƭƻǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƭŜŀǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŀǿƴǎ ŜȄǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊΩǎ ŜŘƎŜΦ  These areas are proposed 
for Urban designation.  The northwest shoreline is undeveloped containing an intact wetland system 
associated with Swamp Creek and is proposed for Urban Conservancy.  This wetland plays a key role 
attenuating water levels and flow to Swamp Creek, improving water quality and providing habitat. 

 (Urban Conservancy):  The west end of Lake Stickney is designated Urban Conservancy and consists 
of 18 parcels covering 43 acres.  The future development calculations estimate that approximately 
49 new parcels in this area may be built upon and approximately 7 new docks could be constructed 
over the planning period.   This development potential will likely not be reached because several 
parcels include acreage extending well out into the water (see Figure 2).   Since this area below the 
ordinary high water mark is included in the parcel acreage data, it was included in the future 
development calculations.  Only the upland portions of these parcels can be developed with new 
primary structures.  The presence of wetlands on the west side of the lake will further reduce the 
ultimate development potential.   

(Urban):  The Urban-ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ [ŀƪŜ {ǘƛŎƪƴŜȅΩǎ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƪŜΩǎ Ŝŀǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǎƻǳǘƘ 
sides contains 53 parcels covering 35 acres.  There are six vacant parcels and a total of 52 parcels are 
large enough to subdivide assuming a higher urban density of 7,200 square feet per lot.  The 
forecast indicates that 37 new primary structures and 15 new docks may be developed.  Unlike the 
Urban Conservancy parcels, the Urban parcels around Lake Stickney do not extend out into the 
water with one exception.  The average assessed market improvement value for these urban parcels 
is $223,600 which suggests a greater likelihood of re-development. 

 

Figure 2.   
Lake Stickney, 2007, 
showing Urban (purple) 
and  
Urban Conservancy  
(pink) parcel 
boundaries. 
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Too offset potential impacts, development should employ measures to protect water quality, 
preserve the existing wetlands and hydrologic connections to Swamp Creek and prevent habitat 
disruption.  To further offset potential impacts, Lake Stickney (and Swamp Creek) would benefit 
from wetland and riparian vegetation restoration along the Urban shoreline.   

  

 Lake Roesiger:   Lake Roesiger is located in rural Snohomish County east of Lake Stevens.  While it is 
ƴƻǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 9ŎƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ олоŘ ƭƛǎǘ ŦƻǊ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻŦ 
restoration efforts related to aquatic plants (Figure 3).  The shoreline is heavily developed with over 
85% of the waterfront parcels developed for single family residential use.  Average waterfront parcel 
size is 0.8 acres.  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŀǿƴǎ ŜȄǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊΩǎ ŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ 
reliance on on-site septic systems contributes to future water quality concerns.  There are more 
docks on Lake Roesiger (426) than on any other lake in the County (Goodwin, 342 docks; Stevens, 
403 docks).  Power boats and water skiing are allowed on the north and south portions of the lake. 

Lake Roesiger is surrounded by 537 parcels covering 256 acres.    There are 108 vacant parcels and 
no parcels (vacant or non-vacant) are large enough to subdivide given the rural zoning.  The future 
development calculations estimate that approximately 34 new parcels will be built upon and 7 new 
docks would be constructed over the planning period.  The proposed designation for the lake area 
waterward of the OHWM is Aquatic, and the proposed designation for the shoreline area landward 
of the OHWM is Rural Conservancy. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.  [ŀƪŜ wƻŜǎƛƎŜǊΩǎ άaƛŘŘƭŜ [ŀƪŜέΦ  (Photo credit:  Washington State Dept. of Ecology, 
Washington Coastal Atlas, 2006) 

 


































































































































































































